We thank Sinha [1] for bringing this point to our attention and regret that we did not correct some typographical errors in [2] , which lead to this comment. A negative sign is missing in the relationship for Z e1 in [2, eq. (8)]. The correct design equation is
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The first equation in [2, eq. (1)] is a well-established relationship and has been used by many workers [3] . We did not find any problem with it. The design equations [1, eq. (4) ] are another form of the first two relationships in [2, eq. (8) ]. However, [1, eq. (4)] derived by the author using the technique published recently [4] is an approximation of the accurate relationship given for Z o1 in [2, eq. (8) in [2] and the bound given in [1, eq. (5)] seems to be more generalized.
We take this opportunity to correct one more typo. The impedance suffixes in the last paragraph [2, p. 2] should be corrected as Z e1 = 39.4 and Z e2 = 127.8 .
